Abstract: This essay examines how Salman Rushdie appropriates the colonial linguistic medium (English) in Midnight's Children and embeds resistance within its commonplace and seemingly innocent lexical interstices through the insertion of Hindi/Urdu terms in his wordplay. This lexical hybridity may be examined as a creative example of Homi Bhabha's exegetical "third space" that is postmodern in its disruption of semiotic stasis and postcolonial in its disruption of the primacy of English. This paper contextualizes Rushdie's codemixing of English and Hindi/Urdu lexical registers to produce multiple meanings and puns, maps select examples through L.G. Heller's mode of linguistic diagramming, and provides an overview of the resultant ideological considerations.
I. Replacing Colonial Universalism with Hybridity
Salman Rushdie's work significantly disputes the traditionalist stasis of signs as well as the imperialist hierarchy of subjects and therefore qualifies as both postmodernist and postcolonial. In fact, Rushdie's investigation of his colonial position inevitably involves a (postcolonial) demonstration of his (postmodernist) shifting of (English/colonial) signs in ways that incorporate both postmodernist chic (play) and postcolonial cheek (resistance). While insisting that his ethos, experience, and, indeed, artistry cannot be adequately expressed without the aid of Indianisms and Indian neologisms -i.e., saying (in Indian words) that the colonizer('s language) is inadequate -he successfully challenges the ideological, experiential, and artistic universalisms imposed by colonial existence.
Linguistically, since the primary and necessary nature of English usage in Rushdie's work is 'always already' visible and understood, this paper will deal with establishing the Indian variations visible in Rushdie's practice of English. Astonishingly, while Rushdie's language in Midnight's Children was greatly responsible for its resounding and ground-breaking success, linguistic studies of his work are rare. space," which is not a predictable dialectical site but, instead, "the inbetween space -that carries the burden of the meaning of culture" (38). Rushdie, therefore, moves beyond both colonial prescription and postcolonial polemic into a transnational (rather than nationalistuniversalizing) resourcefulness.
II. Wordplay as Subversion and Resistance
This paper uses L.G. Heller's diagramming of multiple meanings to demonstrate the shifting ante of Rushdie's linguistic ingenuity. In 2 For the purposes of this paper, I choose the following descriptions of the terms postcolonial and postmodernist. Stephen Slemon describes postcolonialism as "a specifically anti-or post-colonial discursive purchase in culture" (5). This is a more activist view of postcolonialism and seems significantly more empowering than the passive historical location provided by Ashcroft et al., who insist that the term "does not mean 'post-independence' or 'after colonialism,' for this would be to falsely ascribe an end to the colonial process. Post-colonialism, rather, begins from the very first moment of colonial contact" (117). Antony Easthope and Kate McGowan locate the power of postmodernism "in its capacity to dissolve, or perhaps to denaturalize, the relation between the sign and the referent" (204). I also utilize the relationship between postmodernism and postcolonialism. As Ashcroft et al. point out, postcolonialism and postmodernism share overlapping issues: "[t]he decentering of discourse, the focus on the signification of language and writing in the construction of experience, the use of subversive strategies of mimicry, parody and irony -all these concerns overlap those of postmodernism and so a conflation of the two discourses has occurred" ("Part IV" 117). However, I respect and appreciate the eloquent efforts of postcolonial theorists to prevent the cooptation of postcoloniality into western academy-centered theorization, and I hope to have avoided a conflation between the terms postcolonial and postmodern.
the same Manifested mark (M) (272).
Heller's structuring of multiple meanings may be easily applied to who learns the colonial language in order to forthrightly put it to its harshest use. Rushdie is, instead, one who exhibits his annoyingly playful familiarity with the colonial language in order to subvert it with multiglossic mischief and "corrupt" its purity and predictability through the importation of alien expression, both linguistic and creative.
To further overwhelm the non-Hindi/Urdu reader, occasionally in
Midnight's Children, the meanings available in L2 may outnumber those accessible through L1 alone. In the following example, Rushdie works out a sophisticated allusive image inspired by the Proserpine myth and plays upon the Plutonic associations of the word "nadir" as different (but not separate) from the Muslim name Nadir (meaning "rare"): "Nadir Khan, who loved his wife as delicately as a man ever had, had taken her into his underworld" (58). Further into the novel, the word is split into two syllables, "Nadir. Nadir. Na. Dir. Na," and works itself into a pitch, "Nadirnadirnadirnadirnadirnadir" (161) corrupting what is better transliterated as "teak-tark" into a phrase over which he can impose an accustomed (and infantilized) spelling and pronunciation. As the Indian and the Englishman attempt the other's language, Rushdie ironizes both, but he also makes clear that the Englishman's condescending effort and enunciation falls lower than that of the earnest colonized Indian.
IV. Assumptions, Interstices, Et Cetera
Rushdie's technique in the above examples, sometimes explanatory and sometimes exclusionary in its attitude towards non-Hindi/Urduspeaking (presumed western) readers, should not, however, be over- Rushdie is also aware of the impossibility of accurately reflecting the Indian situation thematically and technically. In fact, as the following quotation shows, it is not only impossible but also unnecessary to attempt to depict the entire Indian panorama of ethnicity and identity.
According to Rushdie, "My view is that the Indian tradition has always been, and still is, a mixed tradition. The idea that there is such a thing as a pure Indian tradition is a kind of fallacy, the nature of Indian culture has always been multiplicity and plurality and mingling"
("Midnight's Children and Shame" 10). Helen Tiffin similarly declares that "pre-colonial purity can never be fully recovered. Thus, the idea of a hybrid "third space," removed from binary constructions redolent of 'us' and 'them,' best expresses Rushdie's situation. Bhabha's conception of a third space, based emotionally and ideologically on a Fanonian repudiation of binary politics, is described as a destination, "though unrepresentable in itself, which constitutes the discursive conditions of enunciation that ensure that the meaning and symbols of culture have no primordial unity or fixity; that even the same signs can be reappropriated, translated, rehistoricized, and read anew" (37). Rushdie's lexical hybridity is accordingly defined not by its English or Hindi/Urdu, nor by assertions as to the authenticity and purity of either language, but by the inventive and unorthodox juxtaposition of English and Hindi/Urdu. This juxtaposition creates a third space that does not profess unity or harmony but, instead, releases explorable, neologistic, and interstitial tensions that validate both languages; either language used in isolation offers only an incomplete experience of the text, and neither is claimed to be superior, though both are deemed necessary. Though international and equalizing, the assertion that both languages are necessary is nevertheless postcolonial, since the language that it effectively champions is the indigenous Hindi/Urdu, which replaces the colonial centrality of English with a representative postcolonial multiplicity.
Ultimately, with Rushdie, as in the work of many postmodern writers, the chief dialect in use may well be idiolectic. Thus, as the author explores his polylinguistic possibilities, how are readers to recognize if they are being misled, if they are being made owls of?
The proposed message is that, in order to understand, the reader (whether Indian or "Other") must make an earnest attempt and conclude the reading experience with confidence, not in having understood but in having tried. Alertness and preparedness are required for the dangerous journey that Rushdie provides as well as for the shifting postmodernist planes of intention and understanding that the reader must navigate. Rushdie's transnational charting is consciously postcolonial: his insistence that the reader understandor attempt to understand -a non-colonial language in order to achieve the "third space" is, in itself, an appropriate and enduring intimation of his postmodern chic and postcolonial cheek.
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